January 4, 1970 

Dear Harold, 

Your mailing of 12/29 received. Your note of 12/26: I do not have any 
of CD 1140. (I finally have a list of on-hand CD's in a form that can easily 
be kept up to date; copy enclosed (GRS also).) 

Just got Bringuier's book. At first reading, it is amusing. He quotes 
from an attack on the critics (including you) by Rep. Willis, 2/29/68, which I 
did not know of before. Lots from the 26 volumes, relatively little on him, LHO, 
and Quiroga (worth going over carefully); Ferrie not even in the index, (ffinm.) 

He reproduces the cover of the LHO Marines guidebook, p. 137. 

Your 12/25: without taking the time to make a full index check, I ■ - .-y r 
remind you that the many withheld pages in CD 75 have several references to 
Martens, Coffey, and other Ferrie associates. A copy of the relevant pages of 
the cross-index (4-8, 13) is enclosed (GRS also). (The whole cross-index was 
sent to you on 5/13/68 .) Pages probably on the Ferrie investigation include 
212-221, 225-8, 281-304, 307-311, 313-6, 319-323, 341-3, 589. This is certainly 
consistent with haveing a statement by Martens; pp. 225 + are probably a statement 
by or interview of Coffey. We should ask for a name file check anyhow. I am 
pretty sure we checked the indexes for Russo when he first surfaced, and found 
nothing. Ricardo Davis' statement on Shaw had nothing to do with the assassination, 
did it, and wouldn't be expected to be in the Archives, no? 

Good letter to Garry. I have not contacted him yet; will wait until Hal 
returns . 

Your 12/24 to Rhoads: obviously nothing will come from the general complaints 
in the first and last paragraphs. As I recall, they have answered many of your 
requests in a way you consider unsatisfactory (e.g., "requested items could not 
be found ... we will make the records available to you in our reading rooms."), 
but have rarely not replied at all to a request for a specific item. They can not 
be counted upon to make as intelligent a search as we could or would make, but in 
most cases their replies do not seem all that unreasonable to me. The relatively 
few cases of missing documents that we can prove were sent to the Commission are 
a different matter. Since they seem to be a bit more scared of you now, I really 
think it would be worth the time to go through your Archives correspondence for 
such items and make a clear, specific request to them. Also, as they may have 
noted earlier, they probably do not have a reason for withholding on each separate 
page, but only all the reasons for each CD. (E.g., for CD 75, Guidelines 3A, 3B, 3C.) 

On Brener's book: contrary to what you indicated to Moo is your own interest, 

I am interested in what he has on Garrison, and very little in he own motivation, etc. 
From what I know and believe at present, it seems that Garrison had no meaningful 
evidence against Shaw when he arrested him, and never came up with any connecting 
him or Ferrie with Oswald or the assassination. Regardless of the propriety of 
the Russo-hypnosis and the Beauboeuf conversations, it seems clear that he was 
rather desperately digging up evidence after he had"solved"the case. Some of his 
analysis was utter nonsense - e.g., the P0 191 06 code, and more was pure 

speculation - for example, he knows less about the picture of the "unidentified 
man" (CE 237) than, say, I do. Gary has heard that he used Speisel with full 
knowledge of his background. If this all is even partly true it makes the distortions 
in Brener's book of very little concern to me. If Jim's response to Brener's 
book is a "brilliant analysis" that concludes that he is a CIA agent, I wouldn't 
be surprised. 

Without rereading the book, I would say that it is generally within the bounds 
of reasonable advocacy (as opposed to, say, COUNTERPLOT) . The errors and omissions 
are really another question; perhaps I did not find them fatally damaging or very 
irritating because they seemed rather obvious to me - or, at least, I could tell 
when he knew he had a weak case. I would caution you not to let your understandable 
reaction to the references to you lead you to question everything he wrote, or 
his motives. I don't think it is suspicious that he had transcripts of JG's NY 
radio appearances, which were presumably reported in the press; transcripts may 
have been gotten from the stations or, at worst, from Sheridan. I don't see how 
this book could serve any special purpose; "Farewell America" was quite different. 

That may well have been an attempt to divert and/or discredit the Garrison probe 
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cfcs at a time when the Feebees had good reason to fear that he was onto 
something. Brener's book is an analysis - with very little really new or 
sensational, and really much milder than the CBS/NBC attacks,- at a time when 
Garrison is pretty much discredited. On some specific points - I don’t see 
k— if- w hy you take offense at Brener's first reference to you, since very few 
of us do accept any on the conclusions in the report, which of course is quite 
a different matter from using the Commission's evidence. The second reference 
may or may not be a deliberate lie by Brener (or, more likely, Martin), (or, it 
may be a fairly accurate description of something Garrison and Lane alone cooked 
up), but in any case he is not accusing you of anything unethical so I don't quite 
see why you are so mad at him. lour note of 12/23: * 1 n the reference to Brecht/ 
Brett/Breck/Brick Wall (presumably pp. 107-8) eludes me completely. 

As you can see, I disagree fairly strongly with your general opinions on this 
book. I don't see any reason to wonder about his reason for writing itj I would 
suggest that being a well-paid attorney simply freed him financially to do such 
a book. I don't see how it could be expected to discourage serious criticism of 
the Warren Report. Wisely, I think, he avoided having to defend the Report. The 
book has carta in major flaws, I feel; one is that he did not make it clear that 
he was not going into the Report. The definitive work on Garrison will have to 
go into those parts of his work that did, apparently, frighten a lot of Feebees, 
try to figure out how/if he got diverted, and (I think most importantly 
terms of understanding the whole affair) how the nearly complete 'failure of the 
Warren Report, in both public and expert opinion, shaped the reaction to his 
pronouncements (or bluffing?). Assuming, for the sake of argument, that JG was 
a complete phony - how could the media have exposed him without abandoning the 
"official" version, and what would they have done? It is a complicated matter 
which Brener just omits and Epstein makes a fool of himself over, 

I understand that Sorensen's new book, which I have not yet seen, 
has something on Bobby’s attempts to find out what the critics had - that is, 
assigning people to read the published works. 

One other thing I noticed in Bringuier’s book: compare pages 32-33 with 
the names indexed to CD 75> pp. 705-6, which are withheld. (To wit: 705 - Bringuier, 
Carlos; Castro, Fidel; FPCC; International Trade Mart; Thompsons Restaurant; 706 - 
FPCC; Hidell (FNU) ; Rubenstein , Jack Leon; Somoza, Government of) That almost 
has to be an interview with Bringuier or Quiroga, and withholding would hardly 
seem justified. You know how important I think Quiroga is, and how suspicious 
it is that I have never seen any FBI report with his name in it. He is not 
indexed to any page in CD 75* A possible explanation just hit me - pages 705-6 
are an interview with him under the guise of "an individual who asked that his 
name not be disclosed" (which is possible, since Quiroga was apparently quite 
touchy about the use of his name; on the other hand, the FBI should not have 
gone along with such a request in an interview which could be kept 

confidential in the Commission's files), or, a much more intriguing possibility, 
that he was "a confidential informant who has furnished reliable information 
in the past." I think I will try to push this further., '(P.S.- letter, analysis 
enclosed. ) 

Sincerely, 

iPa^JL 



